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REMARKS 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1, 3 through 20, 22 through 42 and 44 through 
47 under 35 U.S.C. §112, Second Paragraph. The Examiner also rejected claims 1, 3 
through 6, 8 through 10, 20, 22 through 25, 27 through 29, 39 through 42 and 44 through 
47 under 35 U.S.C. §103 over Weisshaus et al. in view of Kimura et al. and further in 
view of Poole et al. Further more, the Examiner also rejected claims 7, 1 1 through 19, 
26 and 30 through 38 under 35 U.S.C. §103 over Weisshaus et al. and Kimura et al. and 
Poole et al. further in view of Hacker. In view of the above amendments and the 
following remarks, the Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to reconsider the 
pending rejections. 



The Section 1 12, Second Paragraph Rejections 



The Examiner has rejected claims 1, 3 through 20, 22 through 42 and 44 through 
47 under 35 U.S.C. §112, Second Paragraph for reciting "the serialized document" in 
independent claims 1, 20 and 39. Accordingly, the rejected independent claims has been 
amended to now explicitly recite "a first serialized document" and "a converted serialized 
document." The above explicit recitations now particularly point out and distinctly claim 
the subject matter of the current invention. Thus, the Applicants respectfully submit that 
the rejection of the above claims should be withdrawn. 



The Section 103 Rejections 



The Examiner also rejected claims 1, 3 through 6, 8 through 10, 20, 22 through 
25, 27 through 29, 39 through 42 and 44 through 47 under 35 U.S.C. §103 over 
Weisshaus et al. in view of Kimura et al and further in view of Poole et al. Further more, 
the Examiner also rejected claims 7, 11 through 19, 26 and 30 through 38 under 35 
U.S.C. §103 over Weisshaus et al. and Kimura et al. and Poole et al. further in view of 
Hacker. 
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With respect to independent claims 1, 20 and 39, the Examiner has alleged that 
every element is taught, disclosed or suggested by the combined disclosures of 
Weisshaus et al. 5 Kimura et al. and Poole et al. In response to the alleged obviousness 
rejections, the Applicants have elucidated the inventive subject matter limitations by 
previously amending each of the rejected independent claims in the response of 
December 12, 2005. 

Independent claims 1 and 39 both explicitly recite an additional step of "ignoring 
an unmatched portion of the first predetermined serialized format with respect to a 
second predetermined serialized format to generate a resolved second serialized format." 
Furthermore, independent claims 1 and 39 also now explicitly recite "converting the first 
serialized document into the resolved second serialized format...." Similarly, 
independent claim 20 now explicitly recites "a serialized document conversion unit ... for 
ignoring an unmatched portion of the first predetermined serialized format with respect to 
a second predetermined serialized format to generate a resolved second serialized 
format." Furthermore, independent claim 20 also recites "said serialized document 
conversion unit converting the first serialized document into the resolved serialized 
format ..." In other words, the independent claims now explicitly recite the omission of 
a certain "unmatched portion of the first predetermined serialized format with respect to a 
second predetermined serialized format." 

The Wisshaus et al. reference discloses an archive system called "tar." The tar 
system generates an archive that includes a specified collection of individual files called 
members. For example, the generated archive can be later manipulated so that only a 
certain members of the contained files is extracted or a new file member is added without 
destroying the originally archived data as the Examiner has pointed. However, the 
Wisshaus et al. fails to disclose, teach or suggest the conversion based upon the "resolved 
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second serialized format" that is generated after ignoring a certain "unmatched portion" 
between the first and second serialized format. 

In this regard, the Kimura et al. reference discloses a database management 
communication system between a stationary computer and a portable communication 
device. The communication system further discloses a file management data conversion 
unit for converting the file management data or the environment setting data. Although 
the file management data conversion unit appears to add a certain missing data value, the 
Kimura et al. reference fails to disclose, teach or suggest a conversion process based upon 
the "resolved second serialized format" that is generated after ignoring a certain 
"unmatched portion" between the first and second serialized format. 

The Wisshaus et al. reference and the Kimura et al. reference are both directed to 
the file. The common thread between the above two cited references is to allow the same 
file to be accessed under different system environments. In relation to the file system, the 
"property information" is generally limited to a predetermined set of specific information 
such as a file name, a modified time and a owner ID. For example, the Weisshaus et al. 
reference discloses to convert only a value of certain specific property information. The 
current invention as explicitly recited in the independent claims does not assume the 
specific set of property information. That is, "the first property information" and "the 
second property information" are arbitrary. 

In any case, the Wisshaus et al. reference and the Kimura et al. reference both fail 
to disclose, teach or suggest a conversion process based upon the "resolved second 
serialized format" that is generated after ignoring a certain "unmatched portion" between 
the first and second serialized format. 

For the lack of the above disclosure, the Examiner has now cited Poole et al. for 
allegedly disclosing "ignoring an unmatched portion of the first predetermined serialized 
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format with respect to a second predetermined serialized format to generate a resolved 
second serialized format." For the above allegation, the Examiner has pointed the 
disclosures at lines 18 in column 13 through line 15 in column 15. The Poole et al. 
reference discloses an "apparatus and method for dynamically creating a document" 
based upon the predetermined entities that are placed in a document and later replaced by 
the corresponding predefined text during the document generation. The predetermined 
entities are symbols that have a value after resolution. In case of a "Marked Section 
Control Entity," the value is either "INCLUDE" or "IGNORE" after the entity is resolved 
as disclosed at lines 47 through 63 in column 14. The above value associated with the 
marked section must be assigned before a document is dynamically constructed. 
Although the Poole et al. reference discloses an advanced resolution mechanisms beyond 
the parsing scheme of the SGML Parser model, the relevant disclosure of the Poole et al. 
reference is limited to the replacement of the predetermined entities by the predefined 
value. That is, the content of the document is merely manipulated. 

In sharp contrast, independent claims 1 and 39 explicitly recite "ignoring an 
unmatched portion of the first predetermined serialized format with respect to a second 
predetermined serialized format to generate a resolved second serialized format ." 
Similarly, independent claim 20 now explicitly recites "a serialized document conversion 
unit ... for ignoring an unmatched portion of the first predetermined serialized format 
with respect to a second predetermined serialized format to generate a resolved second 
serialized format ." As underlined above, the independent claims of the current 
application require three separate formats. In other words, the two formats are compared 
so that the "unmatched portion" is not included in the "resolved second serialized 
format." The Poole et al. reference discloses only a single file that contains the text or 
content and the embedded entities before resolution. During the resolution process, the 
Poole et al. reference discloses that the entities are ultimately replaced by the 
corresponding values. In essence, the original format as specified by the embedded 
entities has not been changed after the resolution process, and no new format has been 
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generated as called for by the independent claims of the current application. Thus, the 
Poole et aL reference fails to disclose, teach or suggest the above described patentable 
features of independent claims 1, 20 and 39. 

Furthermore, independent claims 1 and 39 also explicitly recite "converting the 
first serialized document into the resolved second serialized format ...." Similarly, 
independent claim 20 explicitly recites "said serialized document conversion unit 
converting the first serialized document into the resolved serialized format ...." As 
underlined above, the independent claims of the current application require the third 
format to be used for converting the data. In other words, the "first serialized document" 
data is converted according to the "resolved second serialized format." The Poole et al. 
reference discloses only a single file that contains the text and the embedded entities 
before resolution. During the resolution process, the Poole et al. reference discloses that 
the entities are ultimately replaced by the corresponding values. In essence, the original 
format as specified by the embedded entities has not been changed after the resolution 
process, and no conversion according to the third newly generated format has been 
performed as called for by the independent claims of the current application. Thus, the 
Poole et al. reference fails to disclose, teach or suggest the above described patentable 
features of independent claims 1, 20 and 39. 

As quoted above, the independent claims each now explicitly recite "ignoring an 
unmatched portion of the first predetermined serialized format with respect to a second 
predetermined serialized format to generate a resolved second serialized format." In 
addition, the independent claims each further explicitly recite "converting the first 
serialized document into the resolved second serialized format...." Because of these 
patentable distinctions, none of the cited references alone or in combination discloses, 
teaches or suggest the above patentable features of the current invention as explicitly 
recited in independent claims 1, 20 and 39. Thus, it would not have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the relevant art to provide the patentable features as explicitly recited 
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in newly amended independent claims 1, 20 and 39 based upon the disclosures of the 
cited references alone or in combination. 

Dependent claims 3 through 19, 22 through 30, 40 through 42 and 44 through 47 
ultimately depend from one of the newly amended independent claims and incorporate 
the above discussed patentable features of independent claims 1, 20 or 39. Therefore, the 
Applicant respectfully submit to the Examiner that the pending rejections under 35 
U.S.C. §103 should be withdrawn. 



In view of the above remarks and attachments, the Applicants respectfully 
submits that all of the pending claims are in condition for allowance and respectfully 
request a favorable Office Action so indicating. 



KNOBLE YOSHIDA & DUNLEAVY LLC 
Eight Penn Center, Suite 1350 
1628 John F. Kennedy Blvd. 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215)599-0600 



Conclusion 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: July 6, 2006 
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